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Re: Special Notice of Liability
Pagel's Pit Site
Winnebago County, Illinois

Dear Sir or Madam:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
undertaken response actions at the Pagel's Pit site (the Site),
pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. Section 9601 et seq., as
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
1986, Public Law 99-499 (CERCLA). These actions, which include the
performance of a remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility study
(FS), have documented the release or threatened release of
hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants at the Site.
The RI/FS was completed in March 1991, and, in accordance with the
requirements of Section 104 (b) of CERCLA, the Remedial
Investigation Report describes the U.S. EPA's findings regarding
the nature and extent of contamination at the Site. The
Feasibility Study Report has considered alternatives for addressing
the conditions at the Site. These documents have been released for
public inspection and comment and are available in the
Administrative Record, one copy of which is located at the Rockford
Public Library, 215 North Wyman Street, Rockford, Illinois.

Proposed Plan/Record of Decision

The U.S. EPA, in consultation with the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency, issued a Proposed Plan which recommended
remedial actions for the Pagel's Pit site. The Proposed Plan was
released for public comment on April 16, 1991. A copy of the fact
sheet which describes the Proposed Plan is included in Attachment
A. After expiration of the public comment period and a full
consideration of the comments received, the Regional Administrator
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issued a Record of Decision (ROD), dated June 28, 1991, designating
the remedial action to be performed at the Site. A copy of the
fact sheet describing the ROD is also included in Attachment A.

.Additional Response Actions

The U.S. EPA is currently planning to conduct the following
response activities at the Site:

(1) Design and implementation of the remedial action set
forth in the ROD; and

(2) Provision of any monitoring, operation, and maintenance
necessary at the Site after the remedial action is completed.

In addition to those further response actions enumerated above, the
U.S. EPA may, pursuant to its authorities under CERCLA and other
laws, determine that additional clean-up activities are necessary
to protect public health, welfare and the environment.

Unless the U.S. EPA determines that a potentially responsible party
(PRP) will voluntarily undertake the remedial action necessary at
the Site, the U.S. EPA may, under Section 104 of CERCLA, undertake
the remedial action itself and, under Section 107 of CERCLA, seek
reimbursement from PRPs of all costs incurred in connection with
the action taken. Such costs may include, but are not limited to,
expenditures for investigation, planning, response and enforcement
activities. Moreover, under Section 106 of CERCLA, the U.S. EPA
may order responsible parties to implement relief actions deemed
necessary by the U.S. EPA to protect the public health, welfare or
environment from an imminent and substantial endangerment because
of an actual or threatened release of a hazardous substance from a
Facility.

PRP Determination

Potentially responsible parties (PRPs) under Section 107 of CERCLA
include current owners and operators of the Site and former owners
and operators of the Site at the time of disposal of hazardous
substances, as well as persons who owned or possessed hazardous
substances and arranged for disposal, treatment, or transportation
of such hazardous substances and persons who accepted hazardous
substances for transportation for disposal or treatment to a
facility selected by such transporter. The U.S. EPA has
information indicating that you are a PRP with respect to the Site.
The sources of this information are briefly summarized in Paragraph
1 of Attachment B to this letter. By this letter, the U.S. EPA
notifies you of your potential liability with regard to this matter
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and encourages you, as a PRP, to reimburse the U.S. EPA for its
costs incurred to date and to voluntarily perform or finance the
response activities that the U.S. EPA has determined or will
determine are required at the Site.

SPECIAL NOTICE

Pursuant to Section 122(e)(1) of CERCLA, the U.S. EPA has
determined that a period of negotiation may facilitate an agreement
with you and other Pagel's Pit site PRPs. Upon your receipt of
this Special Notice, you will have a maximum of 60 days to
coordinate with any PRPs and to present to the U.S. EPA a "good
faith offer" for implementing and conducting the remedial action
proposed in the FS Report. In accordance with the requirements of
Section 122 (e) (2), during this 60-day moratorium, the U.S. EPA will
not commence remedial action at the Site. The U.S. EPA may,
however, commence any additional studies or investigations
authorized under Section 104 (b), including remedial design, during
this negotiation period. If the U.S. EPA receives from the Pagel's
Pit PRPs within the 60-day calendar period a written '""good faith
offer" which demonstrates the PRPs' qualifications and willingness
to conduct or finance the remedial design (RD) and remedial action
(RA) consistent with the ROD, the U.S. EPA may extend its
moratorium on commencement of the remedial action work up to an
additional 60 calendar days. The purpose of this additional time
is to allow the PRPs and the U.S. EPA a period of time to finalize
the settlement.

Good Faith Offer
A "good faith offer" for RD/RA shall include the following:

- a statement of the PRPs' willingness to conduct or finance the
RD/RA which is generally consistent with the ROD or which
provides a sufficient basis for further negotiations in light
of U.S. EPA's ROD;

- a detailed "statement of work" or "workplan" identifying how
the PRPs plan to proceed with the work;

- a demonstration of the PRPs' technical capability to undertake
the RD/RA, which shall include the identification of the firm
that is expected to conduct the work or a description of the
process that will be used to select a firm;

- a demonstration of the PRPs' capability to finance the RD/RA;

a statement of the PRPs' willingness to reimburse U.S. EPA for
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past response and oversight costs; and

- the name, address, and phone number of the party or the
steering committee that will represent the PRPs in
negotiations.

If a “"good faith" proposal is not received within the initial 60-
day moratorium, the U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 122 (e) (4), may
proceed to immediately undertake such further action as is
authorized by law, including implementation of the remedial action
utilizing public funds available to the Agency.

Demand for Costs Incurred

As mentioned above, in accordance with CERCLA and other
authorities, the U.S. EPA has already undertaken certain actions
and incurred certain costs in response to conditions at the Site.
These response actions are summarized in Paragraph 2 of Attachment
B. The cost to date of the response actions performed through U.S.
EPA funding at the Site is approximately stated in Paragraph 3 of
Attachment B. The Agency anticipates expending additional funds
for response activities at the Site under the authority of CERCLA
and other laws. In accordance with Section 107(a) of CERCLA,
demand is hereby made for payment of the amount specified in
Paragraph 3 of Attachment B plus any and all interest authorized to
be recovered under Section 107 (a) or under any other provisions of
law. Demand is also hereby made under these authorities for
payment of interest on all future costs that the U.S. EPA may
accrue in regard to the Site.

PRP List

To assist the PRPs in negotiating with the U.S. EPA concerning this
matter, the U.S. EPA is providing a list of the names and addresses
of any other PRPs to whom this notification is being sent. This
list is appended as Attachment C to this letter. It should be
noted that inclusion on or exclusion from the 1list does not
constitute a final determination by the Agency concerning the
liability of any party for remediation of Site conditions or
payment of past costs. Information regarding a ranking by volume
and nature of substances contributed by each PRP, as contemplated
by Section 122(e) (4) (A), is not available at this time.

Initial Conference

To further facilitate your and any other PRPs' ability to present
a "good faith offer" within the 60-day time limit, an initial
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settlement conference will be held. An agenda indicating the time,
place, and topics for discussion is appended as Attachment D. A
draft Consent Decree and a Scope of Work will be distributed at the
time of the conference.

120 Day Deadline

Except in extraordinary circumstances explained in a written
request, no extension to the second 60-day moratorium period will
be granted by the U.S. EPA. As stated above, if no agreement can
be reached, pursuant to Section 122(e)(4), the U.S. EPA may
immediately proceed to undertake such further action as authorized
by law to implement the remedial action at the Site.

U.S. EPA Notification

As a potentially responsible party, you should notify the U.S. EPA
in writing within 10 days of receipt of this letter of your
willingness to participate in negotiations to perform or finance
the activities described above. 1If the U.S. EPA does not receive
a timely response, the U.S. EPA will assume that you do not wish to
negotiate a resolution of your potential responsibility in
connection with the Site and that you have declined any involvement
in performing the response activities.

The response should indicate the appropriate names, addresses, and
telephone numbers for further contact with you. If you are already
involved in discussions with state or local authorities, engaged in
voluntary clean-up action or involved in a lawsuit regarding this
Site, you should continue such activities as you see fit. This
letter is not intended to advise or direct you to restrict or
discontinue any such activities; however, you are advised to report
the status of those discussions or actions in the response to this
letter and to provide a copy of the response to any other parties
involved in those discussions or actions. The response letter
should be sent to:

Bernard J. Schorle

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 5HS-11
230 South Dearborn

Chicago, Illinois 60604

-and-

Steven P. Kaiser

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 5CS-TUB-4
230 South Dearborn

Chicago, Illinois 60604
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Natural Resource Trustee Notification

By a copy of this letter, the U.S. EPA is notifying the State of
Illinois and the Natural Resources Trustees, in accordance with
Section 122 (j) of CERCLA, of its intent to enter into negotiations
concerning the implementation of remedial action at the Site, and
is also encouraging them to consider participation in such
negotiations.

Further Information

If you need further information regarding this letter, you may
contact Bernard J. Schorle of the IL/IN Remedial Responsé Branch at
312-886-4746. If you have an attorney handling your legal matters,
please direct his or her questions to Steven P. Kaiser of the
Office of Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region V, at 312-353-6126.

If you have not already done so, the U.S. EPA strongly encourages
you to take immediate steps to organize into a Committee or
Committees to negotiate an agreement with the U.S. EPA to undertake
the remedial actions at the Site. We hope that you will give this
matter your immediate attention.

Sincerely yours,

A

Jonas A. Dikinis, Chief
IL/IN Remedial Response Branch

Enclosures

cc: (Letter and all Attachments):

Sheila Huff, Department of Interior

Illinois Attorney General

T. Ayers, Illinois Environmental Protection Agency

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency

Illinois Department of Conservation (Attn: Mark Frech,
Director)

Illinois Department of Energy & Natural Resources (Attn: Don
Etchison, Director) '

Illinois Department of Transportation, Division of Water
Resources (Attn: Don Vonnahme, Director)
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United States .
Environmental Protection
Agency

Region 5

Office of Public Affairs

230 South Dearborn Street

llinois ® Indiana
Michigan ® Minnesota
Ohio ® Wisconsin

Chicago, Hlinois 60604

Proposed Plan for the Pagel’s Pit Superfund Site

Winnebago County, lllinois

April 1991

U.S. EPA AND IEPA
PROPOSE A CLEANUP PLAN

A number of alternatives have been
proposed as remedies for the landfilt
and groundwater problems at the
Pagel’s Pit site near Rockford, in
winnebago County, lilinois. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.
EPA) and the lllinois Environmental
Protection Agency {IEPA) have
analyzed the proposed remedies and
have developed this Proposed Plan.
The purpose of this plan is to identify
the preferred alternative and compare it
to the other alternatives. U.S. EPA and
IEPA are issuing this Proposed Plan as
part of their public participation
responsibilities under the
Comprehensive Environmental )
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended by
the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986,
commonly known as Superfund.

This document summarizes information
from the remedial investigation (RI}, the
feasibility study (FS), and other
documents contained in the
administrative record for this site. The
administrative record and documents
pertaining to the site are located in the
iocal repository at the Rockford Public
Library, 215 North Wyman Street,
Rockford, lilinois, and in the offices of
U.S. EPA Region 5, 230 South '
Dearborn Street, Chicago, lllinois. U.S.
EPA and IEPA encourage the public to
review the documents in order to gain a
better understanding of the: site and the
Superfund activities that have been
conducted there.

In consultation with IEPA, U.S. EPA the
lead agency, will select a remedy oniy
after the public has had an opportunity
to comment on the Proposed Plan and
the comments have been reviewed and
considered. The public is encouraged
to review and comment on all of the
alternatives outlined in the Proposed
Plan. Comments received during the
comment period and at the Proposed
Plan public meeting will be addressed in
a Responsiveness Summary. Based on
new information or public comments,
the preferred alternative may be
modified. The selected remedy will be
published in a Record of Decision {ROD)
issued by U.S. EPA.

SITE BACKGROUND

- The Pagel’s Pit site (Winnebago

Reclamation Landfill) is a landfill that
occupies about 100 acres west of
Lindenwood Road, south of Baxter
Road, and about 5 miles south of

Rockford, lllinois (see Figure 1). The
site has limited access and is restricted
by a chain link fence, by other fencing,
and by natural barriers.,

The landfill has been in operation since
about 1972 and has an estimated 5 to
7 years of disposal capacity remaining.
Municipal refuse and sewage treatment
piant sludge have been the primary
wastes accepted at the site. Limited
amounts of lllinois special wastes have
also been disposed of at the facility
during its operation.

The landfill is located on a former sand
and gravel quarry. It has been
sequentially constructed and filled in
several sections. Development has
generally occurred in an east t0 west
direction, first in the southern half and
then in the northern haif. The base of
the landfill is now complete and covers
approximately 47 acres. The landfill
liner was constructed by grading and
compacting the base and side walls of
the landfill. Then asphaltic concrete
was poured on the sides and floor and
compacted, resulting in 3 2-inch base.
The surface of this base was covered
with a cationic coal tar sealer. This
sealed asphalt liner was then covered
with 8-inches of sand. A network of
perforated pipe was installed in the
sand on the base of the landfill. The
pipes were connected to manholes that
collect liquid that has drained from the
wastes. This liquid, called leachata, is

- pumped from the manholes to a_

leachate pond on top of the landfiil
where air is added. The leachate in the
pond is periodically trucked to the
wastewater treatment plant in
Rockford.

{Words in bold are defined in the glossary on pagé 11).
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Wastes to be disposed of in the landfill

enter through the gate where there is a

scale. The hauler takes the wastes to
the working face of the landfill where
they are unloaded. Since 1985,
however, sewage sludge has first been
dried at the on-site sludge drying plant
before being placed in the landfill.
Wastes are compacted into the active
section of the landfill. A 6-inch cover
is applied over the wastes daily; this
generally consists of sand and clay
with some gravel. When an area has
been filled to an intermediate elevation,
a compacted layer of additiona! suitable
material is placed on the surface. An
area will reach intermediate elevation
when it has not received wastes for 60
days and the final permitted elevation
has not been reached. Much of the
present landfill is covered with an
intermediate cover. Current plans are
to bring the western end of the landfill
up to the elevation of the eastern part
of the landfill, which is about 790 feet
above mean sea level (MSL). Then the
entire surface will be filled to bring the
final top grade to its full capacity of
‘820 feet above MSL. Proper side
slopes will be maintained with this
filling.

Around 1980, landfill gas, consisting
primarily of methane and carbon
dioxide, was discovered escaping from
the landfill near Lindenwood Road.

1andfill.

Figure 1. Site Location Map
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Five gas extraction wells were installed
in the southeast corner of the landfill.
A few months later, four additional
wells were instalied in the northeast -
corner. These wells were connected to
a flare, that burned the gas off. In
1881, landfill gas was still escaping to
the northeast of the landfill. Following
this determination, the gas extraction

- system’s operation and maintenance

were upgraded. In 1984, these wells

were replaced by a network of 70 welis -

located in the non-active portion of the
The gas is collected from the
wells and is used as a fuel source in
the sludge drying operation. In
November 1988, 21 additional wells
were installed and connected to the
system. These gas extraction wells are
also used to remove leachate from the ..
landfill. In this use, a gas extraction
well is disconnected from the system
and a portable pump is placed in the
well. The pump transfers the Ieachate
to the leachate pond.

The site was proposed to be included
on U.S. EPA’s National Priorities List
(NPL} in October 1984, because the
nearby groundwater was contaminated
with arsenic, cadmium, and bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate. The NPL is the
list of the nation’s top priority
hazardous waste sites eligibie for long-
term remedial evaluation and response.
Comments opposing the proposed

listing were received, but the site was - -
added to the NPL in June 1986. U.S.
EPA and several of the potentially
responsible parties (PRPs) reached -

. agreement on an Administrative Order

by Consent, with an effective date of
October 1986. This order requires the
settling PRPs to conduct a remedial
investigation and feas:buhty study at the
s:te :

.To the east of the Pagel’s Pit site is the -
Acme Solvents site (see Figure 1}. - This
site was proposed for the NPL in :
December 1982. From 1960 until
1972, the Acme Solvents site was
used as a drum storage and disposal
area for wastes, inciuding waste
paints, oils, solvents, and sludges.
Disposal practices included emptying
drums and tanker trucks into the Acme
Solvents lagoons. A second ROD was
signed for this site in December 1990.
This ROD describes the approaches to
be used to address the groundwater
contamination resultnng from site
operations.

SUMMARY OF THE
INVESTIGATION

During the remedial investigation for
the Pagel’s Pit site, areas on and
around both the Acme Solvents site




and the Page!’s Pit site were studied.
Additional monitoring wells were
installed. Groundwater from the
shallow aquifer was sampled at these
wells and many of the other wells in
the area. Water levels in many of the
groundwater wells were measured.
Sampies of leachate were analyzed;
samples of water and sediments in
Kilbuck Creek, which flows past the
western side of the Pagel’s Pit site,
were analyzed; and the air at the
Pagel’'s Pit site was monitored.

The water table occurs in the fractured
bedrock east and below the eastern
quarter of the Pagel’s Pit site. Under
the remaining three quarters of the -site
and west of the site, the water table
occurs in the unconsolidated materials,
which consist predominantly of sand
and grave! deposits with a thin silt or
clay layer near the ground surface.
Groundwater in the area generally
flows from east to west, but in the
southern part of the area, it flows
slightly south of west. Some of the
groundwater may discharge into
Kilbuck Creek, but some of the
groundwater flows under the creek.

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
were found in the shallow aquifer on
and in the vicinity of both sites. This
aquifer-serves several nearby

residences as a source of water. Five

tresidences with contaminated o
groundwater have been supplied with
home carbon treatment units under a
Consent Order with some of the Acme
Solvents PRPs. The investigation of
the Pagel’s Pit site and the recent
investigation of the Acme Solvents site
reveal that the highest concentrations
" of VOCs have been found in several
. wells on and close to the Acme
Solvents site. The next highest _
concentrations were found in several _
wells in the southeast corner of the
Pagel’s Pit site. A connection-has not
been established between the =
. contamination on and near the Acme
~Solvents site and the contamination in

“the southeast corner of the Pagel’s Pit.~

" site. Wells between these two areas

either contained no VOCs or contained
much lower VOC concentrations than .

were present in the two areas. The

groundwater in the southeast corner is

not included in this Proposed Plan for
remediai action. A future study will be
carried out to determine the nature and
extent of the contamination there.

Leachate samples from the Pagel’s Pit
site contained relatively high
concentration of chloride ion. This
substance was selected as an indicator
of areas of groundwater that might
have been affected by leachate leaving
the landfill. Based on the presence of
elevated chioride ion concentrations,

_ leachate from the landfill has been
shown to be affecting the groundwater.

The affected area extends about
haifway around the western portion of -
the landfill. For the most part, the
affected area is relatively close to the
waste boundary, but a well on the
other side of Kilbuck Creek contains
some VOCs and exhibited elevated
chloride concentrations.

Other inorganic substances were found
in the groundwater at concentrations
above the naturally occurring levels in
the area. These included arsenic and
barium, both of which are also present
in the leachate. )

"Elevated. leveis of conductivity and

alkalinity were found in.the
groundwater around -the landfill,”
indicating that some substances were

being added to this groundwater. The .

wells sampled included some wells
around the landfill that are nominally
upgradient and sidegradient from the
landfill. '

No upstream-downstream trends were
noted in the sampling results of water
and sediment from Kilbuck Creek. This
indicated that the Pagel’s Pit site was
not affecting the water quality there.

Fifteen VOCs were detected duririg air

' monitoring. However, the data was of
limited value because sample holding

times were exceeded. The total of the

“highest concentrations of each of these
VOCs found at any location was below
" the National Ambient Air Quality o

Standards for hydrocarbons, apparently
the only applicable standard.

SUMMARY OF RISKS

A baseline risk assessment was
prepared for the Pagel’s Pit site to
characterize the nature and estimate
the magnitude of potential risks to
public health and the environment.
Potential risks are based on chemicals
of concern and current and possible
future land use. Under a current use
scenario, surface water and sediment
in Kilbuck Creek appear to pose the
most likely point of chemical exposure
to individuals living in the area. In this
scenario, chronic and acute health
eftects would not be expected and
cancer risks.would be low.

The scenario representing the greatest
risk to humans at the Pagel’s Pit site
involves the potential future use of
groundwater as a water supply. Under
this scenario, exposure to chemicals of
concern occurs through ingestion or
through inhalation and skin contact
while bathing. In this scenario, the
calculated cumulative hazard index is 5,
not including cobalt expasure.
Compared to the Superfund goal of 1,
the index level indicates that exposure
to noncarcinogens in the groundwater
may cause adverse health effects. The
majority of risk is due to exposure to
the 1,2-dichioroethenes, thallium, and
zinc. Iif cobalt exposure is included, the
hazard index is 100; however, cobalt
was found in only one well, and the
hazard due to cobalt was based on an
interim reference dose. The calculated

" cumulative cancer risk is 10 to 1,000

{1x10%) times greater than the U.S.
EPA target risk range (10™ to 10°).

- The majority of this risk is due to

exposure to vinyl chioride and arsenic.

“SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE

REMEDIAL ACTION

_The remedial action presented in this

Proposed Plan addresses the wastes
that have been disposed of at the site-
and the contaminated groundwater on
and downgradient from the site. This ~ -
Proposed Pfan does not address the
groundwater contamination in the |
southeast corner of the site. The
contamination there will be addressed




in a separate Proposed Plan after .
additional studies have been ’
conducted. '

The purposes of the preferred remedial
action presented in this Proposed Plan
are: 1) to minimize further -
contamination of the groundwater at
the site; 2) to prevent contact with the
wastes; 3} to minimize the spread
contaminants from the site through
landfill gas emissions; and 4) to prevent
the spread of contaminated
groundwater downgradient from the
site. :

.Several alternatives were analyzed in a
feasibility study and are briefly
summarized. Following these
summaries, the preferred alternative is
described. A brief assessment of all
alternatives is also presented. This
assessment is based on nine evaluation
criteria that U.S. EPA uses to evaluate
alternatives (see Table 1).

SUMMARY OF
ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives that have been
evaluated are as follows:

B ALTERNATIVE 1: No Action
L] ALTERNATIVE 2: Planned Closure_

®  ALTERNATIVE 3: Clay-Synthetic
Membrane Cap

¥ ALTERNATIVE 4: Off-Site
Treatment of Groundwater and
Leachate

B ALTERNATIVES 5 AND 5A:  On-Site
Carbon Adsorption Treatment
of Water

B  ALTERNATIVES 6 AND 6A: On-Site
Air Stripping of Water

B ALTERNATIVES 7 AND 7A:  On-Site
Photolysis/Oxidation Treatment
of Water

n ALTERNATIVE 8: In-Situ Landfill
Waste Fixation

ALTERNATIVE 1: No Action .

' The Superfund program requires that

the "no action” alternative be evaluated
at every site to establish a baseline for
comparison. Under this alternative, no

. further action would be taken at the

site to address the probiems that have
been identified. '

At this site, this no action alternative
could occur only if the landfill suddenly
shut down operations and failed to
close as required by its permit. The
leachate collection and gas
management systems would no longer
be operated. The contamination of the
groundwater would continue, and there
would be no provisions for preventing
future development on or near the site.

ALTERNATIVE 2: Planned Closure

Under this alternative, the site would
be properly closed when it reached
capacity or when a decision was made
by the operator to close it early. An
lllinois sanitary landfill final cover
system and an upgraded landfill gas
extraction system would be
constructed at the site. The leachate
coliection system would be operated,
and the leachate would be sent to the
local publicly owned treatment works
(POTW) for treatment before being
discharged, as is done now. The
groundwater would be monitored. The
site would be properly cared for
according to the terms of its operating
permit.

ALTERNATIVE 3: Clay-Synthetic
Membrane Cap

The wastes would be covered by a
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) Subtitle C compliant
hazardous waste cap that would reduce
the infiltration of water into the wastes
to very low levels and, therefore,

reduce the amount of leachate. This

cap might consist of two feet of

compacted clay on top of the wastes,
covered by a synthetic membrane, a
sand drainage layer, a geotextile fabric,

"a soil layer {root zone}, top soil, and
grass.

An upgraded landfill gas extraction

. system would be installed. The current

leachate extraction system would be
upgraded by installing permanent
pumps in manholes and in seiected gas
extraction wells. The leachate would
be sent to the local POTW by means of
a force main connected to an existing
sanitary sewer ling, after undergoing
any pretreatment required by the
POTW. The POTW would treat the
leachate before final discharge.

Deed restrictions, monitoring, and
maintenance ‘would apply.

ALTERNATIVE 4: Off-Site Treatment of
Groundwater and Leachate

In this alternative, contaminated
groundwater and landfill ieachate would
be extracted and sent to the local
POTW for treatment. The combined
stream would be sent to the POTW by
means of a force main connected to
the sanitary sewer. The groundwater
extraction system described previously
would be used to extract the
groundwater. The leachate would be
extracted using the system described in
Alternative 3.

- An lllinois sanitary landfill final cover

systemn and an upgraded landfill gas
extraction system would be '
constructed at the site. Deed
restrictions, monitoring, and
maintenance would apply.

ALTERNATIVES 5 AND BA: On-Site
Carbon Adsorption Treatment of Water

In Alternative 5, extracted groundwater
would be treated on site to remove




Table 1. Nine Criteria for Detailed Analysis of Alternatives

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT. The assessment against this criterion
describes how the alternative, as a whole, achieves and maintains protection of human heaith and the
environment. This assessment draws on the assessments of other evaluation criteria, especially long-term
effectiveness and permanence, short-term effectiveness, and compliance with Appllcable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARSs).

CompLIANCE WITH ARARs. The assessment against this criterion describes how the alternative complies
with ARARs, or if a waiver is required, how it is justified. The assessment also addresses other
information from advisories, criteria, and guidance that U.S. EPA and IEPA have agreed to consider.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE. The assessment against this criterion evaluates the long-term
effectiveness of alternatives in maintaining protection of human health and the environment after response
objectives have been met, along with the degree of certainty that the aiternative will prove successful.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT. The assessment against this criterion
evaluates the degree to which alternatives employ recycling or treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or
volume, inciuding how treatment is used to address the principal threats posed by the site.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS. The assessment against this criterion examines the effectiveness of
alternatives in protecting human health and the environment during the construction and implementation
of a remedy until response objectives have been met.

IMPLEMENTABILITY. This assessment evaluates the technical and administrative feasibility of alternatives
and the availability of required goods and services.

CosTt. This assessment evaluates the capital and operation and maintenance (O&M)} costs of each
alternative.

STATE ACCEPTANCE. This assessment evaluates the issues and concerns the state may have regarding each
of the alternatives. This criterion is primarily addressed in the ROD, after comments have been received
on the Proposed Plan, the remedial investigation report, and the feasibility study report.

COoMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE. This assessment evaluates concerns the public may have regarding each of the
alternatives. This assessment is primarily addressed in the ROD, after comments received have been
evaluated. . .




VOCs and semivolatile organic
compounds (SVOCs) by carbon
adsorption. . The contaminated water
would be pumped through two vessels
containing activated carbon. Used
carbon would be shipped off site for
regeneration or disposal. A sand filter
would be used to pretreat the water
going to the carbon adsorption vessels
to remove suspended solids. lon
exchange or coagulation/flocculation
would be added for inorganics removal
if required to meet discharge
requirements or to prevent interference
with the organic treatment process.
The treated water would be discharged
into Kilbuck Creek. This water would
be sampled periodically to ensure that
discharge requirements were being
met. The leachate would be
transferred to the local POTW as in
Alternative 3.

In Alternative 5a, both the groundwater
and the leachate would be treated on
site by carbon adsorption preceded by
sand filtration. The leachate would be

- pretreated for removal of turbidity,
solids, and inorganics by pH
adjustment, precipitation, flocculation,
and sedimentation.

These two alternatives are the same as
Alternative 4 except that treatment
replaces transfer to the local POTW.

ALTERNATIVES 6 AND 6A: On-Site Air
Stripping of Water .
|
Alternatives 6 and 6a are identical to
Alternatives 5 and 5a, respectively,
except that air stripping would be used
in place of carbon adsorption. in
addition to the air stripping, carbon
polishing of the water leaving the air
stripper might be required to meet
discharge limits. The air stripping
system removes volatile contaminants
from the groundwater by forcing the
water through a packed column. As
the water flows one way, air flows in
the reverse direction, and the volatile
contaminants in the water are
transferred to the air. Expected air
emissions from the column would be
low enough that treatment of the

vapors would not be reguired.
However, if the remedial design study
determined that the vapors would need
treatment, appropriate controls would
be added. The discharges from the air
stripper would be subject to the
approva! of IEPA.

ALTERNATIVES 7 AND 7A: On-site
Photolysis/Oxidation Treatment of

- Water

Alternatives 7 and 7a are identical to
Alternatives 5 and 5a, respectively,
except that photolysis and oxidation
would be used in place of carbon
adsorption. An ultraviolet photolysis
process enhanced by the introduction
of ozone or hydrogen peroxide would
be used to oxidize the organic
contaminants in the water. - The
treatment unit would consist of a tank
with ultraviolet fixtures instalied inside.

ALTERNATIVE 8: In-Situ Landfill Waste

Fixation

In this alternative, the landfill wastes
would be solidified in place (in-situ) by
injecting a reagent slurry into the
closed landfill. In this fixation process,
the wastes are treated by boring into
the landfill and adding the reagents.
Each boring creates a column of treated
material circular in cross section. The
wastes are transformed into a stable, .
solidified mass by the process.

Groundwater would be extracted and
treated on site by air stripping in
Alternative 6. There would be no cap
with this alternative and no gas or
leachate extractions systems. Deed
restrictions would be implemented and
groundwater monitoring and care of the
site would be performed.

Common Elements

There are some common components
in several of the alternatives.
Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 5a, 6, 63, 7, and
7a include an lllinois sanitary landfill
final cover system for the wastes that

have been deposited at the site. This
cover system would meet the recent
regulations adopted by the State of
Wiinois. The cover would be
constructed of a low permeability layer
foliowed by a final protective layer.
The low permeability layer would

. consist of a compacted earth Iayer'at

least 3 feet thick and would have a
permeability that would be no greater
than 107 centimeters per second (0.1
feet/year). Any alternative to this

.cover would have at least the

performance of this system. The
protective layer would consist of soil
capable of supporting vegetation,
would be at least 3 feet thick, and
would protect the low permeability
layer from freezing. The fina! slopes of
the cover system would be at a grade
capable of supporting vegetation,
limiting erosion, and preventing
accumulation of water on the cover.
The cover would be maintained after
instaliation.

in all of the alternatives except
Alternatives 1 and 8, the current landfill
gas extraction system would be
upgraded. The newest 21 wells would
probably be retained, but wouid be
extended upward to accommodate the
increased height of the landfill. The
other extraction wells would be

replaced with new wells, and additional

new wells would be placed in the
newer portions of the landfill. The
need for gas extraction wells at the
perimeter of the landfill would be
evaluated, and wells would be installed
if necessary. Landfill gas would
continue to be used as a fuel or would
be flared.

Alternatives 4 through 8 include a
groundwater extraction system. The

- purpose of the system is to prevent
_contaminated groundwater from

migrating west of the waste disposal
area. Groundwater would be extracted
in a series of wells instalied near the
western boundary of the site. These
wells would be sized and spaced to
capture the contaminated groundwater
flowing from the vicinity of the waste
disposal area. The line of

extraction wells would stop the
advance of the contaminated

0



groundwater. It is expected that the
groundwater extraction system would
have to operate many years before the
contamination in the groundwater at
the site boundary would decrease to
acceptable levels. At the present time
it is not possible to satisfactorily
estimate this time period. The water
taken from these wells would be
disposed of in different ways in the .
various alternatives. The descriptions
of the alternatives provide further
details. '

In Alternatives 3 through 7a, deed
restrictions for property development
and new well development on and
adjacent to the landfill would be
‘implemented. Monitoring of
groundwater, surface water, landfill
gas, and the cover systern would be
carried out and all systems would be
properly maintained.

The estimated capital costs, costs for
annual operation and maintenance
(O&M), and total preserit net worth
costs for the alternatives are given in
" Table 2. '

Time Required for Implementation

" The time required to implement any of
the various remedial actions is
comparable. The cover system would
be constructed after waste capacity
had been reached or a decision to close
the landfill early had been made. If,
however, the rate of waste disposal fell
significantly so that the time for closure
would extend more than a few years
beyond the presently estimated years
of remaining capacity, closure would be
implemented before capacity was

- reached. The cover system would be .
installed as the wastes reach final
elevations, with construction of the
cover system beginning well before
final closure of the entire landfill. The -
‘cover system would be maintained as -
long as necessary. The fixation
process would be implemented on
much the same schedule as the final
cover system. . - R

The groundwater extraction system

would be installed within an estimated
© 2 to 3 years after the system had been

selected. As stated before, the length
of time this system would have to

operate cannot be estimated at this
time. The fandfill gas extraction
system would be operated until only a
negligible amount of gas was being
produced. The leachate extraction
system would be operated until

-rainwater no longer leached

contaminants out of the wastes.

As required by CERCLA, a review of
the remediai action selected would be
conducted at least every five years
after the beginning of the remedial

-action since wastes are being left at

the site. With the no action alternative,
this review would probably require
some minimal amount of sampling and
analysis of the groundwater, but the
costs for this sampling have not been
included for this alternative.

THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

The alternative presently preferred by
U.S. EPA and IEPA is either Alternative
5 or 6. Alternative 5 includes a
sanitary landfill cover for the waste
disposal area; groundwater extraction
along the west side of the site; on-site
groundwater treatment by carbon
adsorption following pretreatment with
a sand filter; treatment for removal of

“inorganics if necessary, with the

treated water discharged into Kilbuck
Creek; leachate extraction and transfer

" to the local POTW for treatment; gas

extraction and using the gas for fuel or
flaring it; and deed restrictions.
Alternative 6 is the same except that
air stripping is used in place of carbon
adsorption. ' '

Selection of Alternatives 5 or 6 will be
determined during the remedial design.
At this time additional information will

- be available concerning the level of .

groundwater contamination in the feed
stream to the treatment process. If
studies show that these groundwater
treatment methods would not provide
sufficient removal of the contaminants,
then one of the other methods
discussed in this Proposed Plan would
be studied. If the leachate were not

- accepted by the local POTW, then one

of the on-site treatment systems’
discussed here would be studied and

used if it was determined to be
satisfactory.

Following the selection of the remedy,

‘the groundwater extraction system and

groundwater treatment system would
be installed as soon as possible. The
sanitary landfill cover, would not be
installed until the landfill reached
capacity, closed early, or was filling at
a level below a preset rate. A leachate
extraction system is in place, and
leachate is being removed from the
landfill and sent to the POTW. The
system would not be upgraded untii the
filling of the landfill allowed it. A gas
extraction system is in place, and it
also would not be upgraded until the
filling of the landfill allowed.

EVALUATION OF
ALTERNATIVES

This section compares the preferred

"alternative to the other alternatives

with regard to the nine evaluation

. criteria (see Table 1).

1.  Overall Protection of Human
Health and the Environment’

All of the alternatives except
Alternative 1 {No Action), Alternative 2
{Planned Closure), and Alternative 3
(Clay-Synthetic Membrane Cap) provide
adequate protection of human health
and the environment. Alternatives 1,
2, and 3 do not include groundwater
extraction and treatment. The _
groundwater would be remediated until
maximum contaminant levels (MCL),
proposed MCLs, and non-zero
maximum contaminant level goals
(MCLG) are reached, as appropriate. -
When necessary, a carcinogenic risk of

.10 and a cumulative hazard index of 1-

would be used. All of the alternatives
except Alternative 1 provide adequate
protection from contact with the
wastes. Likewise, all of the

‘alternatives except Alternative 1

provide protection from the release of
contaminants through gas and leachate

_extraction; however, Alternative 2 -

might not provide this protection for és
long a period as Alternatives 3

_thrqugh 8.




Table 2. Estimated Costs, Remedial Action, Pagel's Pit Site

N _ Capital Costs Annual O&M Costs "?rese'nt Net Worth
Alternative ($) o ~{$) ($)
1 o 0 0
2 5,170,000 149,000 7,500,000
3 10,850,000 147,000 13,100,000
4 5,850,000 293,000 110,400,000,
5 6,240,000 310,000 11,000,000
'5a 6,620,000 - 439,000 713,400,000
6 5,960,000 248,000 9,800,000
6a 6,400,000 296,000 11,000,000
7 6,360,000 | 327,000 11,400,000
7a 6,940,000 463,000 14,100,000
8 985,000,000 204,000 989,000,000
Note: Alternative 1 (No Action} has no specific cépital costs, assuming that .ther.e will be no..
periodic sampling and analysis.- - -

2. Compliance with Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements

All alternatives except Alternatives 1,
2, 3, and possibly 4, should be able to
meet the identified applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements
{ARARs). Alternatives 1, 2, and 3
leave contaminated groundwater in
place aliowing it to continue to move
away from the site. If RCRA wastes
have contaminated the groundwater at
the Pagel’s Pit site, then RCRA ARARs
may apply to the remediation of the
groundwater. This also means that any
residue from the treatment of this
groundwater would be a listed waste
‘under RCRA and would have to be
treated accordingly. The on-site

treatment of the groundwater shouid
be able to meet these ARARSs, but
these ARARs might make it impossible
to send the groundwater to the local
POTW for treatment (Alternative 4).

3. Long-term Effectiveness and
Permanence

Alternative 8 could provide the highest
degree of long-term effectiveness and
permanence because the fixation
process could greatly reduce the
mobility of the contaminants in the
wastes. However, this is a relatively
new technology, and testing would be
required to determine its effectiveness

- at this site. The final landfill cover

system included in all of the
alternatives except 1 and 8 provide

long-term effectiveness with proper
maintenance. The cover reduces the
mobility of the contaminants by
covering the wastes and reducing
water infiltration. Groundwater
extraction and treatment provide long-
term effectiveness by removing
contaminants from the groundwater
and preventing the spread of this
contamination. Air stripping and
carbon adsorption are processes that
have been proven to be generally
reliable. Management of the landfill
gas and leachate provides long-term
effectiveness by reducing the migration
of contaminants to the groundwater.
Since wastes will remain at the site in
all of the alternatives, five-year reviews
of the protectiveness of the remedy will
be required.




4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or
Volume Through Treatment

Alternatives 4 through 8 provide
extraction and treatment of the
groundwater. This will reduce the
mobility and volume of the
contaminants. Carbon adsorption may
reduce the toxicity of the contamnnants
in the groundwater if these
contaminants are destroyed during.
carbon regeneration. Alternative 7
reduces toxicity by oxidizing VOCs and
SVOCs in the groundwater. Treatment
of leachate at the POTW reduces
toxicity by destroying some of the .
VOCs and SVOCs. Burning landfill gas
reduces its toxicity. Extraction of
leachate and gas from the landfiil
reduces mobility. The fixation of the
wastes in Alternative 8 may greatly
reduce mobility, but testing would have
to be done to determine how much.

5. Short-term EHfectiveness

The groundwa_t_er extraction in
Alternatives 4 through 8 prevents the

migration of contaminated groundwater

_and provides the greatest short-term
effectiveness. “There is the possibility

" ofa slight impact on local res:dents :

from the air stripper emissions in
Alternatives 6 and 6a. This would be
managed by means of emissions
controls if necessary. Handling of the
exhausted carbon in Alternatives 5 and
Ba and the wastes from the
pretreatment units in Alternatives 5,
5a, 6, 6a, 7, and 7a may present some
slight risks to workers and to others
when wastes from these processes are
" hauled off site for proper disposal. The

amount of wastes to be handled would :

be expected to be’ greater in the -
alternatives that are also treating
leachate on site. Installation of
groundwater and gas extraction wells
and modification of the leachate

. extraction system may present some

_ risks to the workers. There are some .
. possibilities of Tisks to residents and
workers if the sanitary sewer being .

- used to transport leachate and ’
contaminated groundwater leaked. The

extraction of gas and leachate from the-

wastes provides added protection
against the spread of contamination.

- The cover for the wastes, included in

all alternatives except Alternatives 1 -

and 8, provides protection against
contact with wastes and contaminated
sails. The implementation of the waste
fixation system in Alternative 8 may
pose some risks for the workers ‘and
the local residents since the wastes
must be penetrated.

The landfill would continue to operate

_until it is full in each of the alternatives

involving a final cover system and in

_the alternative involving the fixation
-process. This should not expose the
. workers or local residents to excess

risks. The present operation of the
landfiil includes leachate and gas
extraction. The areas of the landfill
that are not currently being filled have
an intermediate cover. In the
alternatives which require a
groundwater extraction system, the
principal threat identified (contaminated
groundwater) would be addressed
within a short period of time. -

6. Implementability

. Among the alternatives, ‘Alternatives 2 .
_and 3 would be the simplest to

implement. All of the alternatives -
should be fairly easy to implement -
except for the fixation process of
Alternative 8. A possible future =

" implementation problem right arise in

the alternatives in which leachate is
sent to the POTW. These problems
may- come about if changes in the
content of the leachate occur or
regulations regarding waste streams
that can be sent to a POTW change.

_Alternatives 5, Ba, 6, 6a, 7 and 7a

requ_ire a NPDES (National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System) permit

" for discharge of the treated water into

Kilbuck Creek. The permit should be
obtainable. Alternatives 6 and 6a.
require an IEPA air permit, which
should also be obtainable. The

. photolysis/oxidation process and the

~ . fixation process are fairly new and
_would have to be tested before they -
‘could be .implemented. The air-

stripping and the carbon adsorption '
processes are well established and " -

. should present few technical problems.
. 7. Cost

The costs of the various alternatives _
- are presented in Table 2. Alternatives -

4,5, 6, 63, and 7 cost about the same.
Alternative 1 has essentially no cost
associated with it. Alternative 8 is
much more expensive than the other
alternatives.

8. State Acceptance

The State of lllinois supborts the
selection of the preferred alternative.

9. ' Community Acceptance

Following the public comment period,
community acceptance of the preferred
alternative will be evaluated and
described in the ROD |ssued for this
remedy.

SUMMARY OF THE
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In summary, both Alternatives 5 and 6 .
will substantially reduce risks to public
health and the environment. Extraction
and treatment of the groundwater will
prevent the migration of contaminated
graoundwater and will reduce the
contamination in the extracted -
groundwater to levels where it can be
safely discharged to the environment.
The final landfill cover, and the '

. -assurances that it will be properly _
"~ maintained, would provide for the safe

management of the wastes remaining

at the site. Ongoing extraction of gas
and leachate until these substances no
longer pose a problem should

‘'significantly reduce the levels of

groundwater contamination. Either of
these preferred aiternatives provides a
good balance with respect to the
evaluation criteria. Based on available
information, U.S. EPA and IEPA have

". determined that either of the preferred

alternatives would protect human
health and the environment, would - -
comply with ARARs, would be cost

.effective, and would use permanent

solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent .~

"“practicable. These alternatives would
"meet the statutory. preference for a

remedy involving treatment as its
principal element because the
groundwater would be treated by either-
carbon adsorption or air stripping, the -
leachate would be transterred to the
POTW for treatment, and landfill gas

would be treated through burning.




#ROLE(OF THE‘COMMUNITY I

U.S. EPA and-IEPA encourage the public to comment on all of the remedral alternatrves discussed in thls Proposed Plan These
comments will be evaluated before .the final remedy is selected for the srte For a complete descnptron of the rnvestrgatlon and
the alternatives under consideration for the srte, interested partles can review the admmlstratrve record and other documents

available in the followmg information reposrtory

Rockford Public Library
215 North Wyman Street
Rockford, Hlinois 61101

(815) 965-6731

Written comments will be accepted during a publrc comment period from Apnl 16, 1991 to May 16, 1991. Merribers of the
. community are encouraged to attend a public meeting on Thursday, April 25, 1991, at the Howard Johnson Conventron Center
at 3909 11th Street, Rockford, lilinois, to discuss the proposed alternatives for cleaning up contamrnat_ron at the sne._ Verbal

comments will be recorded during the meeting.
Comments received during the public comment period and at the public meeting will be addressed ina Responsiveness
Summary which will be included in the ROD, and will be made public in the information repository after the ROD has been

signed. To send written comments or obtain further information, both before and after_ the public meeting, contact:

Chery! Allen or MaryAnn LaFaire "~ Bernard J. Schorle

Community Relations Coordinators : Remedia! Project Manager
U.S. EPA Region 5 U.S. EPA Region 5

Office of Public Affairs (5PA- 14) ' Oftfice of Superfund (5HS-11)
230 S. Dearborn Street 230 S. Dearborn Street
Chicago, llinois 60604 ~ Chicago, lllinois 60604 -
(312) 353-6196 or ' (312) 886-4746

(312) 886-1728

Toll Free Number: 1-800-572-2515 (9:00 am to 4:30 pm Central Time)
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GLOSSARY

Administrative Record - A compilation of documents that U.S. EPA either considered or relied upon in selecting
remedial or removal actions to be taken at a Superfund site.

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARAR) - Federal, state and local laws with which remedial action
alternatives must comply.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) - A federal law passed in 1980
and amended in 1986 by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). CERCLA created a special tax
that goes into a trust fund, commonly known as "Superfund”, to be used to investigate and clean up abandoned or
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

Feasibility Study {FS) - An in-depth study that identifies and evaluates alternatives for cleaning up a site.

Leachate - A liquid (usually rain water) that passes through contaminated soil and landfill waste, and accumulates
contaminants from the soil and waste.

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) - Enforceable federal standards for the maximum permissible level of
contaminants in drinking water. MCLs are set as close to the Maximum Contaminant Level Goals as feasible.

Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLG) - Health goals established by U.S. EPA for contaminants in drinking water
at which no known or anticipated adverse health effects occur, allowing for an adequate margin of safety. MCLGs are
not enforceable standards.

Present Net Worth - An economic term used to describe today’s cost for a project and reflect the discounted value of
future costs. A present net worth cost estimate includes construction and future operation and maintenance costs.
Present net worth values are used when calculating and evaluating the costs of alternatives for long-term projects.

Reagent - A substance used because of its chemical or biological activity to produce a product to detect or measure a
component. '

Record of Decision {ROD) - A document issued by U.S. EPA that describes the corrective action to be taken at a
Superfund site. The corrective action is selected after public comments on the proposed plan are considered.

Remedial Investigation (Rl) - An in-depth study to determine the nature and extent of contamination at a hazardous
waste site. i

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) - A federal law that regulates the generation, transport, and disposal
of waste. It has nine discrete sections that deal with specific waste management activities. Of most interest for
Superfund sites are generally the sections on hazardous waste management, solid waste management, and
underground storage tank regulations.

Responsiveness Summary - A document that presents public comments on alternatives for cleaning a hazardous waste
site and summarizes U.S. EPA’s responses to the comments. _

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs) - A group of chemicals containing organic carbon that~evapofate in air and
dissolve in water at a slower rate than VOCs.

Special Wastes - In lllinois  regulations, any industrial process waste, pollution control waste, or hazardous waste,
except as determined pursuant to the lllinois Environmental Protection Act.

Superfund - A trust fund created under CERCLA that can be used to pay for the investigation and clean-up of
abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) - Any of a number of chemicals that contain organic carbon and readily evaporate
when exposed in air. VOCs are a more significant problem in groundwater than in surface water because they cannot

evaporate in the subsurface. Exposure to VOCs aver a long period of time may cause health-related problems.
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; __"ST;ADDmoN's “AND conmscnoms .

f

To be placed on the mallmg list to receive information about the Pagel’s Pit site, or to make corrections to your address, please
send your name, affiliation, address and phone number to:’

MaryAnn LaFaire
Community Relations Coordinator
U.S. EPA Region 5
Office of Public Affairs (5PA-14)
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Winois 60604

NAME

 AFFILIATION

"~ ADDRESS

CITY STATE ZIP PHONE ()




United States
Environmental Protection
Agency

Region 5

Office of Public Affairs

230 South Dearborn Street

lllinois ® Indiana
Michigan ® Minnesota
Ohio e Wisconsin

Chicago, lllinois 60604

Record of Decision Signed for Pagel’s Pit Site

Winnebago County, lllinois

August 1991

EPA ANNOUNCES RECORD
OF DECISION

The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) signed a Record of
Decision {ROD) that formaily
selects a cleanup plan to address
groundwater contamination at the
Pagel’'s Pit Superfund site in
Winnebago County, lllinois. The
ROD outlines EPA’s rationale for
selecting the cleanup plan and
includes responses to public
comments. This ROD does not
address groundwater contamination
in the southeast corner of the site.
The groundwater there will be
addressed later in a second ROD.

A number of alternatives had been
proposed as remedies for the
landfill and groundwater problems:
at the Pagel’s Pit site. EPA
analyzed the proposed remedies,
identified preferred alternatives,
held a public comment period, and
signed the ROD describing the
corrective action to be taken. An
Administrative Record for the site
contains the documents on which
EPA based its cleanup selection.
The Administrative Record and the
ROD are available for public review
in the local repository at the
Rockford Public Library, 215 North
Wyman Street, Rockford, lllinois,
and in the offices of U.S. EPA
Region 5, 230 South Dearborn
Street, Chicago, lllinois.

This document summarizes the
ROD recently signed by EPA. The
remedial action proposed in the

ROD has three purposes: 1) to
prevent the spread of contaminated
groundwater downgradient from
the site, 2} to minimize further
contamination of the groundwater
at the site; and 3) to minimize the
spread of contaminants from the
site through landfill gas emissions.

SITE BACKGROUND

The Pagel’s Pit site (Winnebago
Reclamation Landfill) occupies
about 100 acres west of
Lindenwood Road, south of Baxter
Road, about 5 miles south of
Rockford, lllinois.

A Remedial Investigation and .
Feasibility Study were conducted at
the site. Based on the.resuits, a
Proposed Plan was put together
and the ROD was signed selecting
the cleanup plan.

CLEANUP PLAN

As part of the cleanup plan, a
groundwater extraction system will
be installed. The purpose of the
groundwater extraction system is
to prevent migration of
contaminated groundwater. Aiso,
the extracted groundwater will be
treated on site to remove
contaminants to the extent
necessary for the discharge of the
treated groundwater to surface
water. The treatment method used
will be either carbon adsorption or
air stripping (referred to as
Alternative 5 and Alternative 6 in

the Proposed Plan). Selection of
carbon adsorption or air stripping
will be determined during the
remedial design. At that time
additional information will be
available concerning the leveis of
contamination and the amount of
treatment necessary.

If carbon adsorption is chosen,
contaminated water would be
pumped through two vesseis
containing activated carbon. Used
carbon would be shipped off site
for regeneration or disposal.

The second option for treatment is
air stripping. In this process, water
flows downward over the packing
in a column and air flows upward.
Volatile contaminants in the water
are transferred to the air. Air
emissions from the column are
expected to be low enough that
treatment of the vapors would not
be required. However, if the
remedial design study determines
that the vapors need treatment,
appropriate controls will be added.
The emissions from the air stripper
will be subject to the approval of
the lllinois Environmental Protection
Agency. In addition to the air
stripping, carbon polishing of the
water leaving the air stripper might
be required to meet discharge
limits.

The treated water from either
system would be discharged into
Kilbuck Creek. The groundwater
may be pretreated through a sand
filter to remove suspended solids or



require additional treatment to
remove inorganics. This water
would be sampled periodically to
ensure that discharge requirements
are being met.

To further address groundwater
contamination at the site, the
cleanup plan includes 1) a sanitary
iandfill cover called a "cap" for the
waste disposal area; 2) leachate
extraction and transfer to the local
publicly owned treatment works for
treatment; 3) gas extraction, using
the gas for fuel or flaring it; and 4)
deed restrictions. )

TIME REQUIRED FOR
IMPLEMENTATION

It is estimated the groundwater
extraction system will be installed
within 2 to 3 years. Exactly how
long the system will operate is
unknown at this time. The landfill
gas extraction system will be

operated until methane is no longer
produced in quantities that cause
problems at the site boundary. A
leachate extraction system will be
operated until rainwater no longer
leaches contaminants out of the
waste. '

The cover system wiill be
constructed after waste capacity
has been reached or a decision has
been made to close the landfill
early. The cover system will be
installed as the wastes reach final
elevations, with construction of the
cover system beginning well before
final closure of the entire landfill.

As required by CERCLA, a review
of the effectiveness of the remedial
action selected would be
conducted at least every 5 years
after the beginning of the remedial
action, because wastes are being
left at the site.

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION

Questions about EPA’s ROD or
current activities at the Pagel’s Pit
site should be directed to one of
the following:

MaryAnn LaFaire

Community Relations Coordinator
U.S. EPA Region §

Office of Public Affairs (5PA-14)
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604

(312) 886-1728

Bernard J. Schorle

Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA Region 5

Office of Superfund (5HS-11)
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, IL 60604

{312) 886-4746

LI S



ATTACHMENT B

1. The U.S. EPA has evaluated a large body of evidence in
connection with its investigation of the Site, including responses
to information requests, state permit applications, and site
business records. Based on this evidence, the U.S. EPA has
information indicating that you are a potentially responsible party
with respect to this Site. Specifically, the U.S. EPA has reason
to believe that you did, by contract, agreement, or otherwise,
arrange for the disposal, treatment, or transportation for disposal
or treatment of hazardous substances found at the facility.

2. The U.S. EPA has conducted or is conducting the following
activities at the site:

a. Remedial investigations to identify the characteristics of
the Site and to define the nature and extent of solid, air,
surface water and ground water contamination at the Site;

b. Feasibility studies to evaluate the feasibility of
possible remedial actions to remove or contain hazardous
substances, pollutants, and contaminants at the Site.

3. Response costs associated with the Site have been incurred by
the U.S. EPA. The total U.S. EPA cost incurred for the above
referenced studies and activities is approximately $518,381.68.
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1. The U.S. EPA has evaluated a large body of evidence in
connection with its investigation of the Site, including responses
to information requests, state permit applications, and site
business records. Based on this evidence, the U.S. EPA has
information indicating that you are a potentially responsible party
with respect to this Site. Specifically, the U.S. EPA has reason
to believe that you accepted hazardous substances for transport to
disposal or treatment facilities and selected this Site for
disposal.

2. The U.S. EPA has conducted or is conducting the following
activities at the site:

a. Remedial investigations to identify the characteristics of
the Site and to define the nature and extent of solid, air,
surface water and ground water contamination at the Site;

b. Feasibility studies to evaluate the feasibility of
possible remedial actions to remove or contain hazardous
substances, pollutants, and contaminants at the Site.

3. Response costs associated with the Site have been incurred by
the U.S. EPA. The total U.S. EPA cost incurred for the above
referenced studies and activities is approximately $518,381.68.



ATTACHMENT B

1. The U.S. EPA has evaluated a large body of evidence in
connection with its investigation of the Site, including responses
to information requests, state permit applications, and site
business records. Based on this evidence, the U.S. EPA has
information indicating that you are a potentially responsible party
with respect to this Site. Specifically, the U.S. EPA has reason
to believe that you are the owner/operator of the facility.

2. The U.S. EPA has conducted or is conducting the following
activities at the site: '

a. Remedial investigations to identify the characteristics of
the Site and to define the nature and extent of solid, air,
surface water and ground water contamination at the Site;

b. Feasibility studies to evaluate the feasibility of
possible remedial actions to remove or contain hazardous
substances, pollutants, and contaminants at the Site.

3. Response costs associated with the Site have been incurred by
the U.S. EPA. The total U.S. EPA cost incurred for the above
referenced studies and activities is approximately $518,381.68.



ATTACHMENT C
POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

Pagel's Pit Site



Pagel's Pit PRP

Address list

Acme Resin Corporation

c/o Jim Terranova, Esq.

CPC International

Post Office Box 8000
International Plaza

Englewood Cliffs, NJ 07632-8000

Browning Ferris Industries

Donna L. Kolar, Esq.

Senior Environmental Counsel
Browning Ferris Industries
757 N. Eldridge at Memorial
Post Office Box 3151
Houston, TX 77253

Chrysler Corporation

Michael W. Grice, Esq.
Chrysler Corporation
Post Office Box 1919
Detroit, MI 48288

City of Rockford

Tom Tullock

Solid Waste Manager
City of Rockford
425 E. State Street
Rockford, IL 61104

Dean Foods, Inc.

Dennis Busch

Dean Foods, Inc.
1126 Kilburn Avenue
Rockford, IL 61101
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Ex-Cell-0/Textron

Andrew Spaccone, Esqg.
Litigation Counsel
Textron, Inc.

40 Westminster Street
Providence, RI 02903

Gunite Corporation

Steven A. Smith, Esqg.
Kirkland & Ellis

200 E. Randolph Drive
61st Floor

Chicago, IL 60601

Interstate Pollution Contrel, Inc.

Charles B. Kullberg, Esqg.
Interstate Pollution Control, Inc.
4430 Boeing Drive

Rockford, IL 61109

Joseph Behr & Sons, Inc.

Charles F. Helston, Esq.
Hinshaw and Culbertson
220 E. State Street
Post Office Box 1389
Rockford, IL 61105

Kaney Transportation, Inc.

Curtis D. Worden, Esdq.

Connolly, Close & Worden

(for Kaney Transportation, Inc.)
Post Office Box 4749

Rockford, IL 61111-4749
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Kelly/8pringfield Tire Company

David E. Dohnel, Esq.
Secretary and Counsel
Kelly-Springfield Tire Co.
Willowbrook Road
Cumberland, MD 21502

Laidlaw Waste Systems

Robert Thompson

Division Manager

Laidlaw Waste Systems, Inc.
3818 Eleventh Street
Rockford, IL 61109

Metalcrafters

Ralph P. End, Esqg.

Keystone Consolidated Industries, Inc.
5430 L.B.J. Freeway

Suite 1440

Dallas, TX 75240

Galt Products/Metalcrafters Inc.
Greg Palmer, Esq.

Varnum, Riddering, Schmidt & Holett
171 Monroe N.W,.

Suite 800

Grand Rapids, MI 49503

Quality Metal Finishing Company

Curtis D. Worden, Esq.
Connolly, Close & Worden
Post Office Box 4749
Rockford, IL 61111-4749

Rockford Blacktop Construction

Rockford Blacktop Construction Company
600 Boylston
Rockford, IL 61111
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Rockford Clutch/Borg Warner

Thomas D. Lupo, Esq.

Coffield Ungaretti Harris & Slavin
3500 Three First National Plaza
Chicago, IL 60602

Rockford Products Corporation

Aaron L. Hardt, Esqg.
Environmental Consultant
Rexnord Holdings, Inc.
Law Department

4695 W. Greenfield Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53214

Rockford sanitary District/Rock River Water Reclamation District

John B. Roseberg

Legal Services Manger

Rock River Water Reclamation District
- 3333 Kishwaukee Street

Rockford, IL 61126-7480

Winnebago Reclamation, Inc.

Charles Howard, President
Winnebago Reclamation Service
4920 Forest Hills Road

Loves Park, IL 61111

Ridgway M. Hall, Jr. Esqg.
Crowell & Moring :

1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W,.
Washington, D.C. 20004-2505
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ATTACHMENT D

AGENDA FOR MEETING

Date: November 26, 1991

Time: 1:00 pm

Location: Rockford Public Library (Auditorium)
215 N. Wyman Street
Rockford, Illinois

Topics for discussion:

*Background Information on the Site

*Response Activities to Date

*Ongoing Response Activities

*I,Liability of Responsible Parties Under CERCLA
*Explanation of Expected PRP Response Activities
*Proposed Plan

*Record of Decision

*Structure of Consent Decree Negotiations



